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DETAILED ACTION 

A. This action is in response to the following communications: Amendment filed: 
07/05/2007. This action is made Final. 

B. Claims 1-42 remains pending. 

C. Applicant is advised that claim 42 is not amended in the set of claims filed 
07/05/2007. Applicant states in the remarks section of the amendment that claim 42 
was amended. 



Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction 
of the following is required: As to claims 26-33, the term "system" as defined in the 
specification is not fully clear. The Examiner is lead to believe that the "system" is just a 
system of software which if applicant defines that way would be non-statutory under 35 
U.S.C. 101. As to claims 34-38, the term "medium" is unclear, please verify the meaning 
of this term in the specification, if the term "medium" is meant to be defined as 
"communication media" then claims 34-38 would be considered non -statutory under 35 
U.S.C. 101. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
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2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 17-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. As recited in claim 17, "a set of executable 
procedures callable by a computer application program" is directly related to software/ 
computer program per se/ logic, which in turn is non-statutory subject matter. Amending 
the claim language to claim to computer storage (i.e. computer-readable medium), 
which stored thereon "a set of executable procedures", will render the claim language 
as statutory subject matter, pending on proper antecedent basis to the specification. As 
to claim 25, a data structure is functional descriptive material. 



The following link on the World Wide Web is for the United States Patent And 
Trademark office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101 

http://www.uspto.qov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preoqnotice/quidelines101 20051026.pdf 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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5. Claims 1-10, 12-21 and 23-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Breinberg et al. (US Patent 5,886,694), hereinafter "Breinberg" 

As claim 1, Breinberg teaches a method of making ready for presentation a graphical 
element in a computer application program by communicating with a computer 
operating system (col. 1, lines 59-62; col. 13, lines 34-39), the method comprising: 
executing a first procedure for measuring the element, wherein the first procedure at 
least determines whether the element has one or more children and determines a size 
for the element based on an element type for the element when the element has no 
children (fig. 6, label 602; col. 2, lines 1-9; col. 11, lines 43-49, that when the layout 
stage is implemented it is measuring the size and position of each frame (element)); 
executing a second procedure for arranging the element (col. 2, lines 1-9; col. 4, lines 
57-64; col. 1 1 , lines 51-55, that the auto-layout engine arranges and repositions the 
frames (elements) as it traverses the tree to fill available space); and wherein the 
second procedure is invoked and executed independently from the first procedure (fig. 

6, label 604; col. 11, lines 56-67 and col. 12, lines 1-13). 

As claim 2, Breinberg further teaches the first procedure returns a desired size for the 
element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23, it is inherent that after the calculation, the 
results to include the desired size will be returned). 
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As claim 3, Breinberg further teaches the first procedure computes desired sizes for 
child-elements of the element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23). 

As claim 4, Breinberg further teaches the first procedure comprises determining 
whether a child-element requires computation of its desired size (col. 17, lines 14-22). 

As claim 5, Breinberg further teaches the second procedure computes a final size for 
the element (fig. 5, label 504, 506, 508 and 510; fig. 7, label 718; col. 1 1 lines 15-21; 
col. 14, 
lines 27-29). 

As claim 6, Breinberg further teaches the second procedure further computes display 
positions for a child-element of the element (fig. 7, label 718; col. 14, lines 27-36; col. 2, 
lines 41-43). 

As claim 7, Breinberg further teaches signaling the element's need to be measured by 
the first procedure (fig. 4, label 404; col. 10, lines 18-24). 



As claim 8, Breinberg further teaches the signaling step comprises calling a measure 
invalidation function (col. 2, lines 24-27). 
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As claim 9, Breinberg further teaches the signaling step further comprises setting a flag 
on the element (col. 13, lines 3-8). 

As claim 10, Breinberg further teaches the signaling step comprises notifying the 
operating system (col. 1 3, lines 37-39). 

As claim 12, Breinberg further teaches the element requests the measuring of all 
elements needing to be measured (fig. 4; label 404; col. 10, lines 18-24). 

As claim 13, Breinberg further teaches signaling with a signal an element's need to be 
arranged by the second procedure (col. 2, lines 34-41 , it is inherent that the size and 
position of the child frames depend on parent frame, therefor, when anyone of the child 
frames change a windows message is sent to arrange the child frames). 

As claim 14, Breinberg further teaches the signal comprises calling an arrange 
invalidation function (col. 2, lines 24-27, it is inherent that a windows message will be 
Sent for all windows (elements) that need to be arranged). 
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As claim 15, Breinberg further teaches the signaling step further comprises setting a 
flag on the element (col. 13, lines 3-8). 

As claim 16, Breinberg further teaches the element requests the arranging of all 
elements needing to be arranged (col. 2, lines 34-41, it is inherent that the size and 
position of the child frames depend on parent frame, therefore, when anyone of the 
child frames change a 

windows message is sent to arrange all the child frames). 

As claim 17, Breinberg teaches a set of executable procedures callable by a computer 
application program for making ready for presentation a graphical element (col. 1, lines 
59-62 and lines 64-67; col. 2, line 1), including at least: a first procedure for measuring 
the element (fig. 6, label 602; col. 2, lines 1 -9; col. 1 1 , lines 43- 49, that when the layout 
stage is implemented it is measuring the size and position of each frame (element)); 
a second procedure for arranging the element, wherein the second procedure at least 
determines whether the element has one or more children and performs internal 
arrangement functions on the element when the element has no children (col. 2, lines 1- 
9; col. 4, lines 57-64; col. 11, lines 51-55, .that the auto-layout engine arranges and 
repositions the frames (elements) as it traverses the tree to fill available space); 
and wherein the first procedure and the second procedure are used to mange a layout 
of one or more graphical elements, and the second procedure is called and executed 
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independently from the first procedure (fig. 6, label 604; col. 11, lines 56-67 and col. 12, 
lines 1-13). 

As claim 18, Breinberg further teaches the first procedure returns a desired size for the 
element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23, it is inherent that after the calculation, the 
results to include the desired size will be returned). 

As claim 19, Breinberg further teaches the second procedure computes a final size for 
the element (fig. 5, label 504, 506, 508 and 510; fig. 7, label 718; col. 11 lines 15-21; 
col. 14, lines 27-29). 

As claim 20, Breinberg further teaches at least a procedure for signaling the element's 
need to be measured (fig. 4, label 404; col. 10, lines 18-24). 

As claim 21, Breinberg further teaches at least a procedure for signaling the element's 
need to be arranged (col. 2, lines 34-41, it is inherent that the size and position of the 
child frames depend on parent frame, therefore, when anyone of the child frames 
change a windows message is sent to arrange all the child frames). 
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As claim 23, Breinberg further teaches at least a procedure for requesting the 
measurement of all elements needing to be measured (fig. 4, label 404; col. 10, lines 
18-24). 

As claim 24, Breinberg further teaches at least a procedure for requesting the 
arrangement of all elements needing to be arranged (col. 2, lines 34-41 , it is inherent 
that the size and position of the child frames depend on parent frame, therefore, when 
anyone of the child frames change a windows message is sent to arrange all the child 
frames). 

As claim 25, Breinberg teaches a data structure for facilitating making ready for 
presentation a graphical element (col. 2, lines 12-27), the data structure comprising: 
a first value representing the desired size of the element, wherein the first value is 
determined at least by determining weather the element has one or more children and 
by an element type for the element (col. 2, lines 26-27; col. 14, lines 52-55, that the 
attributes is the value that represents the requested size for the frame (element)); 
a second value representing the computed size of the element (col. 2, lines 26-27; col. 
1 1 , lines 1-8; col. 14, lines 52-55. It is inherent that the auto-layout engine determines 
the size and dimensions, and the returned value is the computed size value for each 
frame (element); a first flag for triggering measurement of the element (col. 10, lines 3- 
20); and a second flag for triggering arrangement of the element (col. 10, lines 45-57). 
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As claim 26, Breinberg teaches a system for making ready for presentation a graphical 
element (fig. 3; col. 8, lines 31-34), the system comprising: 

a data structure representing the element (col. 6, lines 1-7. It is inherent the data about 
the frame (element) is contained in a data structure describing the position and 
dimensions of the specified frame (element)); a first executable procedure using the 
data structure for measuring the element, wherein the first executable procedure at 
least determines whether the element has one or more children and determines a size 
for the element based on the an element type for the element when the element has no 
children (fig. 6, label 602; col. 2, lines 1-9; col. 1 1 , lines 43-49. It is inherent that when 
the layout stage is implemented it is measuring the size and position of each frame 
(element)); and a second executable procedure using the data structure for arranging 
the element (col. 2, lines 1-9; col. 4, lines 57-64; coL-11, lines 51-551 that the auto- 
layout engine arranges and repositions the frames (elements) as it traverses the tree to 
fill available space); 

As claim 27, Breinberg further teaches the data structure comprises: a first value 
representing the desired size of the element (col. 2, lines 26-27; col. 14, lines 52-55, 
it is inherent that the attributes is the value for the size); a second value representing 
the computed size of the element (col. 2, lines 26-27; col. 14, lines52-55, it is inherent 
that after the result of the method/function call, the returned value is the computed size 
value for the element); a first flag for triggering measurement of the element (col. 10, 
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lines 3-20); and a second flag for triggering arrangement of the element (col. 10, lines 
45-57). 

As claim 28, Breinberg further teaches the first executable procedure returns a desired 
size for the element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23, it is inherent that after the 
calculation, the results to include the desired size will be retuned). 

As claim 29, Breinberg further teaches the first executable procedure computes desired 
sizes of child-elements of the element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23). 

As claim 30, Breinberg further teaches the second executable procedure computes a 
final size for the element (fig. 5, label 504, 506, 508 and 510; fig. 7, label 718; col. 11 
lines 15-21; col. 14, lines 27-29). 

As claim 31, Breinberg further teaches the second executable procedure further 
computes display positions for a child-element of the element (fig. 7, label 718; col. 14, 
lines 27-36; col. 2, lines 41-43). 
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As claim 32, Breinberg further teaches using the first flag for signaling the element's 
need to be measured by the first executable procedure (fig. 4, label 404; col. 10, lines 
18-24). 

As claim 33, Breinberg further teaches using the second flag for signaling the element's 
need to be arranged by the second executable procedure (col. 2, lines 34-41, it is 
inherent that the size and position of the child frames depend on parent frame. 
Therefore, when anyone of the child frames change a windows message is sent to 
arrange all child frames). 

As claim 34, Breinberg inherently teaches a computer-readable medium (computer- 
executable instructions in order to be operational must be stored and implemented from 
a computer-readable medium) including computer-executable instructions facilitating 
making ready for presentation a graphical element in a system (col. 1, lines 59-61 and 
lines 64-67; col. 2, line 1), computer-executable instructions executing the steps of: 
calling a measuring procedure to measure the element, wherein the measuring 
procedure at least determines whether the element has one or more children and 
determines a size for the element based on the an element type for the element when 
the element has no children (fig. 6, label 602; col. 2, lines 1 -3; col. 1 1 , lines 43-49); 
calling an arranging procedure to arrange the element, wherein the arranging procedure 
at least determines where the element has one or more children and performs internal 
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arrangement functions on the element when the element has no children (col. 2, lines 1- 
3; col. 11, lines 51-55); and wherein the measuring procedure is called and executed 
independently from the arranging procedure (fig. 6, label 604; col. 11, lines 56-67 and 
col. 12, lines 1-13). 

As claim 35, Breinberg further teaches the measuring procedure returns a desired size 
for the element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23, it is inherent that after the 
calculation, the results to include the desired size will be returned). 

As claim 36, Breinberg further teaches the measuring procedure computes desired 
sizes for child-elements of the element (fig. 6, label 606; col. 12, lines 14-23). 

As claim 37, Breinberg further teaches the measuring procedure comprises determining 
whether a child-element requires computation of its desired size (col. 17, lines 14-22). 

As claim 38, Breinberg further teaches the arranging procedure computes a final size 
for the element (fig. 5, label 504, 506, 508 and 510; fig. 7, label 718; col. 11 lines 15-21; 
col. 14,lines 27-29). 
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As claim 39, Breinberg further teaches the arranging procedure further computes 
display positions for a Child-element of the element (fig. 7, label 718; col. 14, lines 27- 
36; col. 2,lines 41-43). 

As claim 40, Breinberg teaches a method for measuring for presentation a graphical 
element in a computer application program (col. 1, lines 59-62, col. 2, lines 56-61), the 
method comprising: receiving an available size parameter for the element (receiving an 
available siz e parameter for the element (fig. 6, label 602; col. 2, lines 1-11; col. 11, lines 
43-55, that the auto-layout engine determines the size and dimensions, and the 
returned value is the available size value for each frame (element)); and causing a 
measuring function to provide a desired size result parameter for the element, using the 
available size parameter, wherein the measuring function at least determines whether 
the element has one or more children and determines a size for the element based on 
the an element type for the element the element has no children (col. 1 1 , lines 1 9-25, 
that the size and dimensions are returned based on the desired and available size when 
the auto-layout engine is implemented). 

As claim 41 , Breinberg teaches a method for arranging for presentation a graphical 
element in a computer application program (col. 1, lines 65-67; col. 2, line 1), the 
method comprising: receiving a final size parameter for the element (fig. 6, label 602; 
col. 2, lines 1-11; col. 1 1 , lines 43-49, that the auto-layout engine will provide the final 
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size of the frame (element) based on the calculations that are made while the auto- 
layout engine js implemented); and causing an arranging function to provide a 
computed size parameter for the element, using the final size parameter, wherein the 
arranging function at least determines wheat the element has one or more children and 
performs internal arrangement functions on the element when the element has no 
children (col. 4, lines 45-55; col. 11, lines 19-25. It is inherent that the auto- 
layout engine determines the size and dimensions, and the returned value is the 
computed size value for each frame (element) based on the final size requested). 

As claim 42, Breinberg teaches a method for notifying that a first graphical element 
requires measurement (fig. 4, label 404; col. 10, lines 18-24) for presentation in a 
computer application program (col. 4, lines 19-22), the method comprising: 
receiving the first element as a child parameter (fig. 6, labels 602 and 606; col. 12, lines 
14-23, that the auto-layout engine will receive the constraints of the first child frame 
(element)); and causing a notification function to notify a second graphical element of 
the first element's need to be measured, using the child parameter (fig. 4, label 404; col. 
10, .lines 18-24, that the call (windows message) between frames (elements) exchange 
information to include the requirement to be measured). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



Application/Control Number: 10/692,200 
Art Unit: 2179 



Page 16 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, 
if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Breinberg in view of Lupu (US Pub 2004/0100480). 

As claim 1 1 , Breinberg does not teach the signaling step comprises notifying the 
element's parent-element. However, Lupu teaches the signaling step comprises 
notifying the element's parent-element (par [0007]). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art the time the invention to modify Breinberg by 
having signaling step to notify the element's parent-element as taught by Lupu in order 



Application/Control Number: 10/692,200 
Art Unit: 2179 



Page 17 



to provide constant communication between window objects (elements) enhancing the 
over all functionality. 

As claim 22, Breinberg does not teach th e procedure for signaling to a parent element 
the child element's need to be measured. However, Lupu teaches the procedure for 
signaling to a parent element the child element's need to be measured (par [0007]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art the time the 
invention to modify Breinberg by having the procedure for signaling to a parent element 
the child element's need to be measured as taught by Lupu in order to provide a 
functional interface between modules utilizing window messages constantly updating 
the status of each window object (element). 



(Note:) It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art references and 

any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A reference is relevant for all it 
contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In 
re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33, 216 USPQ 1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 

USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 1968)). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/05/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicant argues in general three main points at what Breinberg fails to 

teach. 
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A1 . The applicant argues Breinberg does not determine a size for an element 
based on whether the element has children. 

R1 . Examiner does not agree Breinberg teaches when rending an element to 
the screen an element has a constraint, which is determined before presentation to the 
user; wherein a constraint is the minimum size an element can be displayed at. Thus 
when an element has child or children or no element(s) it builds/adds to the constraint of 
that element therefor size of an element is effected/ determined by the amount of 
children (zero to many) associated with parent element (col.6, lines 19-32; figure 5 
along with corresponding text of figure 5). 

A2. The applicant argues Breinberg fails to determine a size for the element 
based on the an element type for the element when the element has no children. 

R2. Examiner does not agree Breinberg teaches how children elements have 
constraints (as noted above argument) which define the size of the children based on 
certain properties, wherein Breinberg teaches that of "leaf nodes", wherein a leaf node 
is a node that has "no children" it is well understood to those skill in the art the 
properties that define a leaf node in a hierarchy. Therefore Breinberg determines a size 
for the element based on the an element type for the element when the element has no 
children (figure 5 along with corresponding text of figure 5). 

A3. The applicant argues Breinberg does not utilize an element type when 
determining the size of an element. 
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R3. Examiner does not agree Breinberg clearly teaches differing control 
element types as noted in figure 15B, wherein stated in above arguments differing 
control element types of differing constraints, thus therefore Breinberg does utilize an 
element type when determining the size of an element. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Inquires 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas Augustine whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1056. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday: 7:30- 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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